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men—called the honest under-officers by staunch republicans—
was immaterial, as events in 1659 clearly proved.1 Moreover
emulation at court divided even the Gromwellians. Much of
the tension that eventually overthrew the protectorate arose
from personal rivalries. Apparently the womenfolk of Crom-
well's household were partly responsible, because, unlike the
protector, they were wholly unable to bear their new honours
modestly. A royalist reported, early in 1657, that most of the
major-generals and their wives were not invited to court on
a ceremonial occasion; and, when some one asked where they
were, Mrs. Claypole, Cromwell's daughter, answered, Til war-
rant you washing their dishes at home as they used to do5. It
is not surprising to hear that cthis hath been extremely ill taken,
and now the women do all they can with their husbands to
hinder Mrs. Claypole from being a princess, and Her High-
ness'.2 Hence there is probably some justice in Mrs. Hutchin-
son's caustic remark that, for Cromwell's wife and children to
aspire to regal state, was as ridiculous as to deck an ape in
scarlet.3
Next to the head of the state in the social scale comes the
nobility. When Queen Elizabeth died, the number of lay peers
was 59, of whom only 8 owed their titles to her. Her parsimony,
although fully in accordance with Tudor policy, was in striking
contrast to the profusion of James and Charles, who created
peerages wholesale. The former made about 60 peers, so that
at his death the house of lords contained some 100 members
(certain peerages having become extinct). Charles, during the
first fifteen years of his reign, ennobled about 30 of his subjects,
and 'called up' 8 eldest sons of peers. This lavish creation had
an important effect socially as well as politically. The peers of
ancient lineage naturally looked askance at the parvenus who
arrived among them. They were deeply attached to what they
called nobility of blood. A curious example of this occurs in
connexion with the nineteenth earl of Oxford, a distant relative
of his predecessor and an officer serving in Flanders without
means to support his honours. In 1629 the peers, therefore,
1	See above, p. 241.
2	Clarendon State Papers, iii. 327. This suggests an additional motive for the army
leaders' opposition to Cromwell's accepting the title of king.
3	Memoirs of Colonel Hutchinson, p. 298. For an account of Cromwell's court see
C. H. Firth in Comhill Magazine, n.s. iii (1897).

